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Appendix F Input and Response to Draft SMMNRA Fire
Management Plan/EIS

Commentator Summary

Commentor Comment Comment
Name Category Number

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit required 1

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Air quality 2
Alternatives to prescribed burning 3
Air quality analysis 4
Alternatives analysis 5
Mechanical alternatives 6
Mitigation measures 7
Alternative 6 8
Emissions analysis 9

National Oceanic and Atmospheric 
Administration Steelhead trout impacts 10             

ESA Section 7 consultation 11

California Department of Parks and Prescribed burning 12
Recreation Definitions 13

Resource Advisor 14
Decision model 15
Landscape era 16
Sensitive species 17
National Historic Register 18
State Wilderness Area 19
Terminology 20
Park closures 21
Prescribed burn benefits 22

County of Los Angeles Fire Defensible space 23
Department Vegetation management 24

Comprehensive strategy 25
Environmental compliance 26
Conflicts with LA County Fire Plan;

Reject all alternatives 27
Federal Fire Policy 28
Agency collaboration 29

County of Los Angeles Department No impact No response 
of Parks and Recreation required

Ventura County Air Pollution Control 
District Smoke management plan and 

permit required 30
Mitigation measures 31

Table F-1  Commentator Summary Table
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Commentor Comment Comment
Name Category Number

California Native Plant Society Bias 32
Terminology 33
Invasives, type conversion 34
Fuel modification, erosion 35
Figure 3-22 36
Erosion, flood 37
Strategic fuel modification 38
Suppression 39
Fuel modification 40
Land use 41
Prevention 42
Ecological prescribed fire 43
Mechanical fuel reduction 44
Alternatives 45
Protection of natural resources 46

Pacific Palisades Community Council;
Pacific Palisades Residents Association;
Wildfire Research Network Support preferred alternative 47

Strategic fuel modification criteria 48
Area of concern 49

Stephanie Blanc Destruction of resources 50
Conclusions inconsistent with analy s i s 51
Preferred alternative inconsistent 

with NPS mandate 52
Mitigation of annual destruction of 

parkland 53
Type conversion 54
Mitigation, type conversion 55
Roads 56
Mechanical fuel modification 57
Insects 58
Bees 59
Insects 60
Restoration costs 61
Arthropods 62
T&E species 63
Habitat connectivity 64
Habitat fragmentation 65
Catastrophic species loss 66
Land use 67
Cooperation 68
Fuel modification standards 69
Invasives 70
Cooperation 71
Reject preferred alternative

(“burn it up or mechanically tear it 
out of your heart”) 72

NPS mandate 73
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Commentor Comment Comment
Name Category Number

Don Mullally Comments not in reference to FMP 74

Pamela Palmer Fuel modification zone 75
Minimize impacts 76

Ronald Rindge 8/2/04 Comments directed to Los Angeles 
County Fire Department 77

Ronald Rindge 8/10/04 Water storage tanks 77

B. Sachau Land use 78
P r e s c ribed fire air quality health effe c t s 79

Roland Tso Reducing fire risk opposed 80 
Protect natural resources 81
Another alternative needed 82

Charlie Whitman Safety not provided for 83
Resource protection favored over 

safety 84
Bias 85
Scale of impacts limited 86
Data invalid 87
Safety and interagency cooperation 

not provided for 88
NEPA, social risk 89
Federal fire policy excluded 90
Preferred alternative inconsistent 

with goals 91
Restoration funding 92
Cooperative relationships 93
Risk analysis inadequate 94
NEPA requirements inappropriate 95
NPS mechanical fuel treatments 

inadequate 96
Definitions/Strategic fuel modification 97
Age mosaic 98
WUI fuel reduction 99
Defensible space/Obstacles created 100
Firefighter safety 101

Karen Cleaver; Mary Pelletier ;
Katherine Glascock;
Frances Knight NPS mandate 102

Natural resource degradation 103
NPS standards and recommendations 104
DO #18 105
CNPS guidelines 106
Conservation ethics 107
GMP goals 108
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Commentor Comment Comment
Name Category Number

Karen Cleaver; Mary Pelletier ;
Katherine Glascock;
Frances Knight continued Botanical surveys 109

Strategic fuel modification 110
Rehabilitation funding 111
Prescribed burning 112
Mechanical fuel modification 113
Ecosystem resilience 114
Resource protection 115
Environmental change 116
Spiritual values vs. safety 117
Staging areas 118
Mechanical fuel modification – 

bulldozers 119
Rehabilitation 120
Environmental impacts 121
Decision making process 122
No benefits to strategic fuel 

modification 123
Spring burns 124
Adverse impacts 125
Diminishing natural resources, reduce 

fuel modification 126
Inadequate data 127
Natural resource heritage 128
Size fuel modification zone 129
Target conditions 130
Pollinators/herbicides and pesticides 131
Restoration and monitoring 132
Seedbank 133
Erosion 134
Invasive species introductions 135
Disking 136
Roads and trails 137
Development inducing 138
Exotic plant control 139
Super-scooper helicopter 140

Santa Ynez Band of Mission Indians Native American monitor 141

Ventura County Fire Department Land use/wildland development 142
FMP inadequate to scale of problem 143
Lack of balance 144
No increase in mechanical treatment 145
Ecological prescribed fire 146

Los Angeles City Fire Department Support Alternative 2 147
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Input 1
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Input 1 continued
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Input 2
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Input 3
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Input 4

State of California • The Resources Agency Arnold Schwarzenegger, Governor

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION Ruth G. Coleman, Director

Fire/Trails Management Program
Angeles District
39998 Pacific Coast Highway
Malibu, California 90265
310-457-4358

September 17, 2004

Fire Management Program
Attention: Marty O’Toole FIO
SMMNRA

Subject: Comments, EIR Fire Management Plan SMMNRA

I have reviewed the Draft, Environmental Impact Statement – Fire Management Plan for
the Santa Monica Mountains and wish to presents some comments  regarding this plan.

The bulk of information contained in the plan was very informative and useful. I found
that there were a few areas that needed consistency with current fire management terminology
and areas that should have additional information included. Please review the following
comments:

Page 2-6 There was no mention associated with using prescribed burning for other species
other than plants. Example, Endanger species habitat enhancement

Page 2-14 I was not clear on the terms used to describe weed abatement and brush clearance.
Are these two words inter-related? Would fuel reduction be more consistence with the intent for
this chart?

Page 2-22 I would suggest that a Resource Advisor be assigned to the Incident Command
structure, especially when potential endanger species habitat is threatened.

Page 3-39 I had difficultly trying to interpret the box “site-specific hazard mitigation instead
of landscape level fuel modification”, could this be defined for better clarification?

Page 3-48 second paragraph, I not sure if there were any comments about what landscape era the
plan was trying to identify? Is it referring to pre-european, or pre-human? What landscape is the
plan aiming for? What information can be added to promote this process?

Page 3-76 Rare, Threatened and Endangered Species: Sensitive Plants. What is the status for
the Giant Coreopsis plant?

Page 3-126 potentially eligible for the National Register… please includes the Sycamore
House at Pt. Mugu State Park...
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Input 4 continued

Page 4-3 Within the SMMNRA we have a State Park Wilderness Area, Boney Mountain
Wilderness Area, can this be mention in the draft.

Page 4-9 Mitigation Measures, Wildfire Suppression – Operational Impacts, section 2) the
word center was used, to be consistent with fire terminology it should be change to Post.

Page 4-72 Proposed Actions, Wildfire Suppression. It would be very helpful if you would
list your authority for closures. Example State Parks has a Superintendent Order to close
backcountry units in state parks and during a wildfire we use California Penal Code 409.5 as our
enforcement authority.

4-79 Alternative I – No-Action Alternative. Could you please also mention that the 1996
prescribed burn conducted adjacent to Las Virgenes Road by California State Parks had
significant influence in the direction of the Calabasas Wildfire Incident in 1996. Post-simulator
studies were conducted by Ishmael Messer, FMO for the SMMNRA that displayed that the
prescribed burn did assist firefighting efforts which kept the fire from advancing toward the
Malibu Lake community.

I hope that my comments are useful for the completion of the EIS Fire Management Plan
and I am looking forward to the new plan. I thank you the opportunity for commenting on this
document.

Sincerely,

Frank Padilla, Jr., SPS I
Fire Management Coordinator
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Input 5
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Input 6a
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Input 6a continued
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Input 6a continued
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Input 6b

Y14(SAMO)
September 24, 2004

P. Michael Freeman
Chief, Los Angeles County Fire Department
1320 North Eastern Avenue
Los Angeles, CA 90063-3294

Dear Chief Freeman:

We have received your department’s comment letter dated August 4, 2004 regarding our Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Fire Management Plan for the Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area (SMMNRA). The comments raise a number of concerns
regarding the approaches proposed by our agency in pre-fire planning and fuels management on
National Park Service lands within the SMMNRA. The response further states that the department
cannot support any of the four alternatives proposed in the DEIS, including the continuation of
our existing Fire Management Plan.

We have actively sought the input of the department at all stages of revising our Fire Management
Plan, beginning with an initial scoping workshop held in June 2001. A letter from your
department dated June 21, 2002 gave us encouragement that our course of action was on the right
track; indeed, it strongly supported Alternative 2, which we found to be the preferred alternative.
We are understandably confused as to the abrupt change in the department’s support of the
direction of the DEIS.

We take these concerns very seriously. Without the support and cooperation of the Los Angeles
County Fire Department, the National Park Service cannot be successful in implementing a Fire
Management Plan to protect lives and property while conserving national park resources. The
final paragraph of the comments emphasizes the necessity of our two agencies to work
collaboratively, and we cannot agree more. To this end, I propose a meeting between my staff
and members of your forestry and weed abatement teams to discuss concerns and find common
ground for solutions. My Fire Management Officer Kathryn Kirkpatrick will be containing you
shortly to arrange a convenient time and location for the meeting. If you have any questions,
please contact Kathy at (805-370-2391) or Fire Education Specialist Marty O’Toole at (805) 370-
2364.

Thank you again for your comments. We look forward to working with you in completing our
Fire Management Plan.

United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
401 W. Hillcrest Drive

Thousand Oaks, California 91360-4207

Sincerely,

Woody Smeck
Superintendent

Attachments

cc: FMO, SAMO
David Leininger, LACoFD Forestry Division
5823 Rickenbacker Road
Commerce, CA  90040
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Input 6c

Y14 (SAMO)
December 06, 2004

David R. Leininger
Chief, Forestry Division, Los Angeles County Fire Department
5823 Rickenbacker Avenue
Commerce, CA 90040

Dear Chief Leininger:

This letter provides notes on the Draft Fire Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) meeting held in your office on Wednesday November 3, 2004 and our response to your
comments. Your concerns regarding the approaches proposed by our agency in pre-fire planning
and fuels management on National Park Service (NPS) lands within the Santa Monica Mountains
National Recreation Area (SMMNRA) are hopefully captured below.

1. National Fire Plan hazardous fuels reduction proposals – internal review process of SAMO.
Clarify the proposal timeline and Park review process as well as proposal parameters.

2. Project criteria of slope, fuels and age class for areas of hazard reduction too limited.
Example: homes above steep slopes will require some mitigation in fuels reduction.
Additional review criteria such as roof type, access roads, infrastructure, water supply,
building construction, fuel condition, topography, structure placement, and community
input/local knowledge.

3. Fuel modification standard operating procedure on land adjacent to NPS land:  historical,
newly acquired Park land and new homes bordering Park lands.  Case by case reviews.

4. Include goats in fuel management, they have been used at Big rock and on the Etz Melloy
motorway.

5. Brush crusher use in fuels management not mentioned.

6.  LA County Fire envisions that the majority of vegetation management projects will be
focused adjacent to communities.

Our response to each of these issues is as follows:

1. National Fire Plan hazardous fuels reduction proposals.  All projects with federal funding
must go through the Park’s internal environmental review process.  SMMNRA proposes
to clarify the region’s selection criteria for NFP projects and provide clear and early
direction to all partner agencies on project criteria.  Project areas, objectives and potential
issues will be identified and resolved with partner agencies prior to project submittal.

2. Project criteria of slope, fuels and age class for areas of hazard reduction.  SMMNRA
welcomes the opportunity to include additional criteria for project evaluation.  The DEIS
analysis was an initial effort to evaluate projects with objective criteria and make those

United States Department of the Interior
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE

Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
401 W. Hillcrest Drive

Thousand Oaks, California 91360-4207
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1. Fuel modification on land adjacent to NPS land:  historical, newly acquired Park land and new homes bordering Park.
In general, the Park provides fuel modification (brush clearance) on all Park properties that have historically been
cleared to protect homes that were built close to Park property prior to Park acquisition.  We are updating the tables in
the DEIS and all properties will be considered as case by case reviews. Fuel modification (brush clearance), clearing
native vegetation on parkland in order to accommodate new development on adjacent private land would not be
permitted under NPS Management Policies (2001) and 16 USC Sect 1-4 and 460kk.  We prefer the property owner
site their development 200 feet from park boundary and have worked with the County to ensure this happens. The
Park will continue to work with LA County’s Fuel Modification Unit to develop appropriate fuel modification plans
for any new development adjacent to park property.

2. Goats.  We view goats as one of several methods to achieve fuel modification and will make a note to this effect in the
DEIS.  It is important to remember that the DEIS applies only to actions by NPS on park property.  We have
historically performed mechanical fuel modification to reduce fuel loads on our properties and do not foresee using
goats in these areas.  This is the reason that goats are not identified as one of the methods to be used in the park’s fuel
modification program.

3. Brush crusher use. We consider the use of the brush crusher as a method to facilitate prescribed burning in chaparral
or sage scrub under certain seasonal conditions. We have not addressed the use of the brush crusher because the DEIS
applies only to actions by NPS on park property and there is no specific prescribed burn project proposed on Park
property that would require the brush crusher.  In the event that a strategic prescribed burn project is identified for
park property, the use of the brush crusher to implement the project would be evaluated.

4. Vegetation management projects will be focused adjacent to communities.  NPS concurs that the most effective
projects to limit structure loss are those located adjacent to development.

If this meets your needs this will be included in the final EIS. Please contact Kathy Kirkpatrick at (805) 370-2391 if you
have any questions regarding this information.

Sincerely,

Woody Smeck

3.

4.

5.

6.

Input 6c continued
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Input 6d
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Input 6d continued
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Input 7
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Input 8

 

September 15, 2004 via Email:  samo_fire@nps.gov

Woody Smeck,
Superintendent
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
401 West Hillcrest Drive
Thousand Oaks, CA  91360-4207

Subject: Request for Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Santa Monica
Mountains National Recreation Area Fire Management Plan

Dear Mr. Smeck:

Air Pollution Control District staff has reviewed the subject project environmental impact
statement, which evaluates potential environmental impacts from implementation of various fire
management alternatives in the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area (SMMNRA).
Every federal park area with burnable vegetation must have a fire management plan approved by
the superintendent.  The selected alternative will become the basis of the SMMNRA Fire
Management Plan, which is the five-year implementation plan for the Park’s fire management
actions.  The project area is situated between the Los Angeles Basin and the San Fernando
Valley in Los Angeles County and the Oxnard Plain in Ventura County.

Section IV (F – Air Quality) of the environmental impact statement (EIS) addresses potential air
quality impacts from the implementation of the fire management alternatives.  Type of impact,
duration of impact and intensity of impact are analyzed for each alternative with calculation of
total suspended particulate emissions serving as proxy for other pollutants.

Please be advised that the Ventura County Air Pollution Control District requires a smoke
management plan and a burn permit from the Ventura County Fire Department.  The District’s
smoke management plan requirements can be found on our website at www.vcapcd.org.

We recommend that offroad diesel-powered equipment used for mechanical fuel reduction not be
left idling more than five minutes and be maintained in good condition and in proper tune as per
manufacturers’ specifications to reduce particulate and ozone precursor emissions.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Plan.  If you have any questions, please call
me at (805) 645-1426 or email me at alicia@vcapcd.org.

Sincerely,

      s/s
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Input 9

California Native Plant Society
Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains Chapter

3908 Mandeville Canyon Road
Los Angeles, California 90049

September 15, 2004

Woody Smeck
Superintendent
Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
National Park Service
401 W. Hillcrest Drive
Thousand Oaks, California 91360

ATTN: Fire Management Plan Draft EIS

Dear Superintendent Smeck:

The Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains Chapter of California Native Plant Society has about 500 members.
We are very concerned about the impacts of wildland fire in the urban interface on both humans and the
globally-endangered Mediterranean ecosystems of southern California.

The Fire Management Plan Draft EIS for the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area has been well
written and, with the management portions removed, could well stand as an excellent natural history of the
Santa Monica Mountains.

The Fire Management Plan itself seems to heavily favor humans and invasive plants over natural resources,
however.

Comments:

1. Why is "fuel" apparently defined as chaparral and native plants, though the most common sources of ignition
are non-native grasses, thistles, mustards and horticultural plantings (e.g. conifers, eucalypts, palms)?

2. Why isn't there a strong bias toward removing non-native plants instead of a constant bias toward type-
conversion of native habitat to eroded, ruderal slopes?

3.  With highly erodable hillsides throughout the Santa Monica Mountains, why does this document not support
well-established complex root systems of chaparral, instead of emphasizing the need to disturb and destroy what
has taken many decades or even centuries to produce?

4. In Figure 3-22 is the Change in Fire Hazard and Ecological Risk Following Fuels Treatment solely based on
studies of Ceanothus megacarpus?  There are few, if any, studies of chaparral habitat older than 36 years so why
is there any certainty that the highly biodiverse chaparral systems will not be affected over time by "fuel"
modification methods based on a time interval convenient to fire managers?
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Input 9 continued

5. Where is the consideration of siltation of streams, mudslides and slumps, and flooding caused by the four
alternatives?  We have been told by brush clearance inspectors for insurance companies and County Fire crews
that they do not care about those issues. Aren't the geological impacts on humans and natural resources
important?  There is information in the text on these impacts but only as part of the natural history.  Where do
the Alternatives discuss these impacts in detail and how they will be mitigated?

6. How will Strategic Fuels Reduction prevent catastrophic fires that occur during seasons of Santa Ana winds?
The information in the text seems to support the idea that catastrophic fires in  Malibu and Topanga Canyons
are inevitable, given Santa Ana winds > 60 mph blowing directly down those canyons.  Roads are the common
ignition points for wildfires and roads run down the center of each of those canyons.

7. Will Strategic Fuels Reduction remove the most common plant sources of ignition along roads, e.g. non-
native grasses, mustards, thistles, broom, and escaped landscaping elements?

8. What are the follow-up plans for Strategic Fuels Reduction in an area?  Will there be weed management?
Erosion control?  Will there be any attempt to preserve/conserve the native habitat?

9. Page 4-17: How can wildfire suppression methods which emphasize the destruction of native habitat have "a
beneficial impact on the interaction between habitat fragmentation and wildfire impacts"?  The reason: "because
it reduces fire size and the amount of area repeatedly burned in the high fire frequency environment of the Santa
Monica Mountains" is ludicrous.  Conversion of healthy, relatively non-flammable native habitat to ruderal,
erodable slopes simply increases the possibility of a greater frequency of low-temperature fires.  Where is the
rationale that any method will stop, or even slow down, catastrophic fires?

10. Page 4-17: Where is the rationale for "No new fuel modification on parkland is anticipated from new
development?

Where are the plans for the other jurisdictions in the Santa Monica Mountains to control land use changes to the
benefit of the environment, to support reducing the frequency of wildfires through limitations on use and
placement of flammable or invasive landscaping material and the use of flammable construction materials, as
well as zoning/permitting restrictions that absolutely require 100-200 foot buffers between all structures and
parkland boundaries?  Natural resources survived 50 to 100 years or more between wildfires without fire
management -  before humans settled so densely in wildland areas.

Where are the fire suppression plans for the humans living in this ecosystem?  Education is too weak a tool.
Humans are not a globally endangered ecosystem.  Mediterranean ecosystems are endangered around the world,
most often by planning that ignores the values and strengths of these natural ecosystems.

11. Page 4-18: Alternative 2 has Strategic Fuels Reduction, Ecological Prescribed Fire, and Mechanical Fuel
Reduction.  See the previous questions about the value of Strategic Fuels Reduction.

Aren't grasslands the only habitat that might benefit from Ecological Prescribed Fire?  Even then wouldn't there
be years of follow-up weed management?  What is the fire interval necessary under this method to encourage
Valley Oaks, Coast Live Oaks and native bulbs, annuals and perennials as well as other rare native grassland
plants to thrive under this fire regimen?  Hasn't Ecological Prescribed Fire been unable to eliminate non-natives
with well-established seed banks, such as milk thistle? What happens to the native seed banks under this fire
regimen?
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Input 9 continued

Mechanical Fuel Reduction: Will all dead material be removed?  We have pictures of chipped material sprayed
into healthy chaparral canopy, damaging those trees' ability to process nutrients.  We also have pictures of
healthy non-flammable trees such as toyon and sugarbush cut down and thrown over the edge of the slope by a
powerline road, creating an extreme fuel hazard that did not previously exist.  This work was done by a crew of
prisoners under the direction of a County Fireman.  Many slopes have been denuded of shrubs without any of
the underlying non-native grasses being disturbed.  Is this what is meant by "Mechanical Fuel Reduction" -
people mechanically remove any healthy native elements, create or increase fire hazards along roads and blame
the increased fire frequency on what was healthy chaparral?  Smilo grass and yellow star thistle have spread
widely along that powerline access road since those "mechanical fuel reduction" occurrences.

We do not support any of the Alternatives as defined in the text.

We would support a revised Alternative 4 if the emphasis were on non-native fuels reduction and not on the
removal of healthy native plants and if there were a strong follow-up weed management strategy.  The
mechanical fuel reduction methods would have to be limited to mowing, using weed removal hand tools and
herbicides for serious infestations in controlled circumstances by approved applicators.  The cut material would
be removed to a site where it could be composted safely.  This revised Alternative 4 would contain a strong
program by Park and Fire jurisdictions to create mountain development fire ordinances and regulations with the
various bodies governing land use in the Santa Monica Mountains to place restrictions on construction and
landscaping (as discussed previously in this letter).

Fire management in SMMNRA has to emphasize the protection of the natural resources first.  That is why
SMMNRA was created.

The human part of this ecosystem has at least an equal responsibility to help protect the health and future of
habitats that add to their property values, integrate the mountain slopes in patterns of beauty and conserve water
for everyone's use.

Please send all notices and other documents relating to the Fire Management Plan to me at the above address.

Thank you.

Sincerely,
Betsey Landis
President
Los Angeles/Santa Monica Mountains Chapter
California Native Plant Society
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Appendices F–27

Input 12



FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT for a Fire Management Plan SMMNRA F–28

Input 13
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Input 13 continued
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Input 13 continued
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Input 14 continued



Appendices F–33

Input 14 continued
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Input 14 continued
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Input 16 continued
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Input 16 continued
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Input 16 continued
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Input 16 continued
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Input 16 continued
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Input 17 continued
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Input 20

It is obvious that within the Santa Monica Mountains National Recreation Area
that there are numerous homes and their occupants currently at risk from a catastrophic
wildland fire.  The risk is due to the proximity of these homes to accumulations of haz-
ardous (flammable) wild land fuels.   Many of these homes are adjacent to the federal
lands.   The families living in these homes rarely have the subject matter background to
recognize the risk.  The local fire departments do recognize the risk.  The executive and
legislative branches of the federal government also recognize the risk and fund a fire
program for this recreation area.  This fire program is directed to mitigate the hazard.
All those that are employed to mitigate this hazard and are responsible recognize that
reducing hazardous fuels reduces fire intensities.  Fire intensities reduced adjacent to
these values at risk dramatically improves protection during these reoccurring fires.  The
anticipated path of these catastrophic fires is accurately anticipated by fire behavior ana-
lysts.  By appropriate planning and implementation of hazard fuel reductions much can
be done to improve protection in the local wildland urban interface.  The Biswell
Symposium:  Fire Issues and Solutions in Urban Interface and Wildland Ecosystems
1994   

The preferred alternative (2) contained within this Environmental Impact
Statement with its limits and constraints on implementing fuels treatments will do
nothing to improve the safety of the home owner and fire fighter.  The authors of this EIS
are much more concerned with the possibility of natural resource impairment attached to
fuel management activities than the well being of the parks neighbors and firefighters.
This prioritizing of their perceptions of ecosystem health or appearances is done in spite
of the directive given to agency fire management programs to prioritize public and fire
fighter safety (NPS Directors Order 18).   Homes and their occupants have a higher
value than any risk to bushes.  Responsible land managers recognize that social values
have more importance than any limited (total acres) impact to environmental values.
Due to inexperience or bias the authors fail to recognize that any real impairment of
resources that might be a result of fuel management practices is easily mitigated by sim-
ple restoration in the field and significant large scale impacts are not substantiated by
data.  Statistically valid data collected over time shows a much more resilient chaparral
ecosystem than represented in the text of this document.  The authors selected data and
embellished on any possible literature to support the perception that fuel management
has an unacceptable or negative impact on the environment.  To support their bias data
showing positive ecosystem responses (habitat enhancement & increased biodiversity)
attached to fuels management has been excluded from consideration in this document. 

Direction is provided by federal and state policies and legal codes.  The local
potential and historical precedent for an extremely hazardous fire environment is obvious.
In spite of the risk, the preferred analysis of this EIS does nothing to improve protection
or assist the interagency suppression community in the challenge of improving safety and
reducing loss. 
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Input 20 continued

Federal agencies are governed by the National Environmental Protection Act.
The purposes of this Act is to declare a national policy which will encourage productive
and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment; to promote efforts which will
prevent or eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere and stimulate the health
and welfare of man; to use all practicable means and measures, including financial and
technical assistance, in a manner calculated to foster and promote the general welfare, to
create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive
harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future
generations of Americans.  Attain the widest range of beneficial uses of the environment
without degradation, risk to health or safety, or other undesirable and unintended
consequences;  achieve a balance between population and resource use which will
permit high standards of living and a wide sharing of life's amenities. The National
Environmental Protection Act recognizes the need to protect the social values.  Again
responsible people prioritized health and safety. The authors of this EIS seem oblivious
to the risk.

Land managers especially in this wildland urban environment have been
instructed to use the National Fire Plan & Federal Fire Policy when creating a fire
management plan.   (Objective II pg 1-5).  Important portions of the policy that do not fit
the agenda or bias of the authors have been excluded.  Significant portions of the policy
that have been excluded are “adopt an operational role in the wildland/urban interface
that includes wildland firefighting, hazard fuels reduction, cooperative prevention and
education, and technical assistance.  Identify and fund, on a cost-share basis, high-
priority fuels management activities on Federal lands adjacent to wildland/urban
interface areas identified through a fire protection assessment process that considers
relative values to be protected. These activities may involve adjacent non-Federal lands.

This document attempts to deceive the reader by including the goals 1, 2, 4
& 5 outlined on page 1-4.  These goals are not met with the preferred alternative.  This
Park unit receives substantial staffing and funding to implement these goals and expand
on the wildland & urban interface fuel reduction program.  The positions currently staffed
are to be primarily dedicated to the planning, management and monitoring of wildland
interface fuel reduction treatments.  Using the provided WUII funding on restoration proj-
ects while ignoring homes at risk is certainly a misuse.   (see Wildland Fire Management
Appropriation Fund 85 Budget Structure).   

Historically the local fire protection agencies have encouraged and cooperated
with this park unit in a broad spectrum of WUII and hazard fuel reduction projects.   This
agency is directed to establish and maintain collaborative efforts for fuel reductions with
these protection agencies.   These fire departments cooperate by providing expertise in
the planning phase, labor to prepare the treatment area and provide much of the
operational requirements for implementing and accomplishing the projects.  Cooperative
efforts between agencies on fuel reduction treatments with adequate planning would
dramatically improve protection to many of the local communities (Westlake, Oak Park,
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Agoura, Malibu, Topanga, Pacific Palisades and Beverly Hills) adjacent to the recreation
area.  The preferred alternative ignores the protection needs of these communities.
The analysis used to determine suitable strategic fuel treatments in this document does not
adequately consider social values at risk (human safety and property).  See figure 3-18 on
pg 3-32.  The analysis uses the constraints of percent slope and fuels aged 35 years +
(This document emphasizes a shorter fire return interval).  These constraints exclude a
large percentage of the homes at risk.  To truly prioritize safety communities at risk and
their relationship to hazardous fuels should be used.  (20 years +in mixed chaparral and
10 years + in coastal sage)  Also position of the values on the slope (fuels down slope
from the value to be protected are more at risk) should be used.

An Environmental Analysis is stated as necessary for strategic treatments with the
preferred alternative. An  EA is required for small treatments in spite of the Categorical
Exclusion provided.   With the values at risk it is negligence that this CAT EX would not be
utilized locally.  Key portions of the text are as follows.

D e p a rtment of the Interior
National Environmental Policy A c t
Determination Needed for F i re Management Activities; 
C a t e g o r i c a l
Exclusions; Notice Department of the Interior give notice
of revised procedures for implementing the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations.  Department of the Interior
Manual 516
DM, Chapter 2, Appendix 1, which describe categorical
exclusions, i.e.,categories of actions, which do not
individually or cumulatively have a significant effect on the
h u m a n
environment and therefore normally do not require further
analysis in either an environmental assessment or an
environmental impact statement. The revision adds two such
categories of actions to the agencies’ N E PA procedures: (1)
Hazardous fuels
reduction activities; and (2) rehabilitation activities for
lands and infrastructure impacted by fires or fire
suppression.  The agency has conducted a review of peer
reviewed scientific literature identifying the effects of
hazardous fuels reduction activities, which is available at
h t t p : / / w w w. f s . f e d . u s / e m c / h fi.  This combination of reviews
give the agency confidence that the categorical exclusions
are appropriately defined.  These two categorical e x c l u s i o n s
will facilitate scientifically sound, efficient, and timely
planning and decision making for the treatment of hazardous
fuels and rehabilitation of areas so as to reduce risks to
communities and the environment caused by severe fires
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The preferred alternative also does not allow for additional establishment of
defensible space or mechanical fuel treatments at the interface.  This EIS specifies that
the 86.2 acres currently treated will not be expanded upon.   On pg. 2-15 ‘’ there will be
no need to expand the zone of mechanical fuel modification.’’ No home by home
assessment has been made or is planned to be made of mechanical treatment needs at
numerous sites on table 2-3.  The occupants of these neglected homes and those that
serve and protect are placed at risk.  The decision criterion for strategic fuel modification
projects (pg 3-37 to 3-39) attempts to deceive the reader.  Figure 3-32  Decision Model
for Strategic Fuel Modification Projects.  Site specific hazard mitigation is not defined
but additional mechanical treatments are not an option. (pg 2-15)   Again safety is not
prioritized.  

Numerous advantages to areas of young, reduced fuels are disregarded.  In spite
of claims stated within this EIS it is obvious to those in the field that an age mosaic of
fuels creates species diversity and increased native populations.   A strategy for a fire
management plan should be to separate older more flammable accumulations of wild land
fuels from urban areas with areas of younger less flammable fuels.  This would reduce
the intensity of the flame front at the urban interface due to the fact that fuels accumulate
with age.  This reduced intensity dramatically improves safety.  Have the authors ever
worked on a fire line?  Younger fuels also have a reduced rate of fire spread allowing
additional time for the evacuation of residents.  This reduced rate of spread allows
suppression resources more time to position themselves at homes in advance of the fire.
Often times even with defensible space established, adjacent older fuel beds release
s u fficient radiant or convective energy to endanger homes and people.   Other advantages
to fuel reductions strategically located are to reduce the flying burning embers that land
within urban areas in advance of a flaming front.  Fires are most often contained and
suppression costs reduced in areas of young and reduced fuels.   Air craft and ground
based resources such as wild land engines and hand crews (these are available in
significant numbers in this area) would be effective in managing the cooler less intense
fire backing on the flanks of a wind drive Santa Ana incident.   Reduced fuels often
reduce the area burned exposing less homes and/or communities to the catastrophic fire. 

The preferred alterative in this EIS creates deliberate obstacles to both creating
defensible space around individual homes and creating strategic treatment areas that
would improve protection for communities.  This fire management strategy with its lack
of acres treated and disregard for funding provided to treat acres is in effect utilizing fuels
as a weapon against urban areas and the families that live there.  

During a wildland fire, the suppression resources assigned to the incident react
and attempt to protect as the public expects of them. This EIS exhibits a callous
disinterest in the well being of the firefighter. The preferred alternative effectively
exposes these civil servants that are employed to protect the social values to unnecessary
hazards.  

I base the above comments on 30 years of employment experience with federal
land management agencies.   My employment experience was as a wild land firefighter,
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firefighter supervisor, forestry technician (fuels management) and I am currently a
prescribed fire technician.   In this position I oversee and manage the recreation areas fuel
management program.  This position primarily creates and maintains the separation
between homes and the hazardous fuels.   I have extensive experience on the fire line
were I observe the fire environment, fire behavior and their relationship to the
neighboring homes.      

Charlie Whitman   9/13/2004 


